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indicate that the iapact of encounter tends tc prcd^uce a satisfied 
clientele^ Despite this; government agencies suffer from poor iaage, 
l)eing described as col4f inef f icient,* slow* and iaapersonal, ^ince this 
seeas contradictory , data-^froa a- national saaple survey of 1, U31 
adult Atericans by the* Survey Research Center in 1973 are presented. 
The subjects were- questioned on the specifics of their cOntaots' with 
one of seven governoent service bureaucracies, as well as on the 
question of support for tie political- system. The analysis techniques 
involved the examination of bivariate relatlcnshipsii In general, 
cliepts xndf-cated fairly low levels of support for government 
agencies, particularly when compared to private companies. Clients 
who, received, assistance from government agencies were cot more 
•supportive o*f the government than were non-clients. Generally 
speaJcxifg, if the client "s fexp6i;ience with the ageicy was negative it 
tended to give him an unfavorable, view of all government agencies* - 
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IMPACT OF THE BUREAUCRATIC ENCOUNTER ON. THE CLIENT: 



• • • • SOME EXPECTED AND UNEXPECTED COfJSEQUENCES 

'Barbara A, Gut'ek 



^ One common, approach "to the evaluation af government setvices^^^^^tp, 
examine the reactions of the client /Tripoli, Feliin and Epstein; 1971): The 

scope of such evaluation research is *of ten limited to the immediate impact of 

• • • - * 

the encounter on the client and the focus of the study. is generally on agency * 

effectiveness. * The client's evaluation of asp^ct^ of the agency is of major , * » 
^ * ' ' ^ ' ' ' 

importaVicie. The relevant variables are the, varrous facets which comprise the 

satisfaction level of the clidn4:. Did clients receive the" service for whioh they 

applie^? • Was the agency ^f icient? Was the agency representative courteous and - . 

interested? " Did the client have .to wait long? Was there ample parking*,space or 

adequate public ■ transportation to »the agency office? If' the cli,ent is satisfied ^ 

^ , 'with these^and similar aspects o-f the service the organization is donsid^red to 

be functioning ef fectfitvely • » . - • * ^ 

* 7 '"• , . ■• • 

* ' ( One such study using th^ reactions of clients as feedback on the 
effectiveness of organizational functioning was recently completed at the Insti- 

- Xute for .Social Research (Moch, 1975). A stady of Social Security ^clients en- 
compassed two different populations, a petsonal contact' group and te*lephone con- 
tact sample. .The major dependent variables Were satisfaction, wi,th treatment and 
satisfaction with outcome. In* the study of 116 clients who had personally contacted 

* -Social Security offices,- 72 percent of respondents said they were satisfied with the 
outcome *of thefr last vis^t to the agency, and a full 93 percent '(including 46 percent 
who wei;e very ^satisfied) gaid lliey wer:e satisfied with the way they were treated 

. during^ their 4-ast visit. '* * » • ^ . 

kmc . . . , * , ; . . s v^- 
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Almost half of the respondents Had contacted Social Security by phone, or in 
* * • • - * 

writing prior to the irfterview. Ei-ghty-sevBn percent of those with prior contacts 
were satisfied with the way they ' h^d .been treated during' these contacts, and 80 per- 
cent were -satisfied with thi^'outcome of" th^se mail or phona -contacts . . . * ^ 

* * ' , ' • ' • ^ ' • ' . I 

Besides ♦examining f aqe-to-f aq,e contacts, the study examined plione cou- 

tacts with thos^ Social Security of f ices- which have a feles^rvice center! Gen- | 

erally located* in metropolitan areas*, the t^leservice centprs hqndle^all incom- 

ing calls from a large r^egion. ' A client is t^us unable to_reacH his loca^ rep- 

resfeijtativ^y but instead t!alks to a teleservice representative ;vho answers the 

* . . ' ...... ( . 

majority of questions that the^clieut may ask. A alrailaf level of satisfaction 

was f oupd for the 131 telese^ice cenTer contracts — 25 percent weVe very s^atisf ied » 

v^ith the outcome of ^tlieir most recent call aod another 42 percent were satisfied, 

\ % > - ' • • ^ 

leaving 27 percent who were not satisf ied* with the outcome of their encounters * ' 

with the teles.ervice centeik, as compared to* 26 percent in -the personal cotftact 

♦ * • • 

» * - i, . , 

sample. 'Ninety-one percent, compared to .93. percent in the personal ^contact survey, 

were satisfied with the treatment they recei^d* ."This study .of social 'secuxity . 

' \ ^ * , * . : - . 

recipients indicates a r-elatively satisfied clientele, suggesting that *the agency • 
is functioning in a satisfactory ihanner* ' , ' ' • 



One interesting finding of the -study is. the, fact that ^(^^ts are e^en ^ 



more satisfied with the^ treatment t^ey receive at the agency Jihan th^y. ajre with, 
the outcome of the contact* This result contradicts .tthe-s^c^eoty^e of the uncon- 

Corned, impersonal, cold bureaucrat. The overall high^ lev^]> of satisf actid^^ ^* 

• - - • , , ' 

with Outcome, although lower than -satisfaction with treatment seems to* contra- 

diet t:he stereotype of the slovi^Jv unresponsive .bureaii-cracy . ^ ^ * ' • 



T\v'o recent studies conducted at the Institute, for Social iesea^ch*^ 
(Campbell, Converse and Rodgers , 1976; Withey, and And^revis, in press)/ however, 
'suggest »that, negative stereotypes . of government still exist. Other studies at ^ 
the Institute by Arthur Mi-Iler and his colleagues (1972,. 1973) document .declin- 
ing levels of .political efficacy and interpersonal trust* And certainly th^ 
news media in this post-Watergate ^ra express few sentiment^ which are favorable 
* to government bureaucracy*; ♦ . ^ * 

These data: sugges^t the possible. existence of contradictory sets of 
findings, namely high levels of satisfaction with specific encounters with govern 
tnent -bur^iiqracy and low ratings of, government bureaucracy in general. 

Two '.sepai*ate lines, of study reveal these contradictions. Studies which 

assess client satisfaction with agency contdct are freqiiently concerned with or-^ . 

. ganizational functioning while studies which assess pujblic sent;iment toward _ 

government bureaucracy are frequently ^concerned with political system functioning 

• • ."^ , , 

are rarely limited to; or specify, clj.ent groups, and aye'^not conducted within an 
' /Dr|ani2ational setting, 

, ♦ ^tudie^ which address both* of^ these questions — level of .satisfaction 

• . * T • 

% V * 

with own* experience with government bureaucracy a,nd level , or satisfaction with 

government 'bureaucracy in ^general — are r^re. T^ietQ are, however, a number of, 

i^iter.esting questions which might be pursued relating evaluation of Wn^experi- 

,ence with public iJiireaucracy* t;o evalu^ti^^on of public bureaucracy in, general. * 

, What effect doei using a' government service^gency have on" one s attitude toward^ 
aigovernment bureaucracy? If a satisfied .client is one consequence of many 
l^ureaucratic encounters , should one expect that a favdrable attitude toward . /* 

. government bureaucracy is another coflsequence? Can negative stereotypes of ^ 



* '*..*•'■•..,• * 5i . ■ . . ' . J ^ 

' . • • • * • • . " A ■ t . - • ; - 

* « • * ~ — . , / , 

government^ bureaucracy be broken down by trying to increase satisfaction level 

^ among clients of human service bureaUcraci'es?,* • . , • ' 

^ . ^ ^ ' ^ . - . ^ ^ • ; r • > 

• 1 • • • . . • . ' ' \* . . \ 

, This paper reports sonie -result-^/f rom a iiatignaT 'sample s.u'rv.ey of people's , 

' • » * ' . ' ' ' . * •'^ Life' ' ' ' ' ' 

reaction^ to government in »goheral 'and to specifi^c, with a variety 6f 

^ . government agcin^^ies ^'(Ka"t2, Gutek,- K^W.^nd .Barton/;IS^^ More sipecif ically , ' /jj^ / 

a.tt^i^tion isf^ dire<i:ted tof^rd^three qug^SLO'onjsl^. " ^ 

- • ' . . *«' ' • . * ^* 

1), Do. clients, report Ijagh 'l^v.els -of. satisfaction -with a variety ' v 

^ . * Jof aspects 6f service frpnr different, government agehties? 

. 2) Do the attitudes' of adult Americans genially refil^ct negative 

- / , . stereotypes', of government service bureaucracies?^ 



3)/ Wl}at»is the relationship between level of satisfaction .with own • 
experience with government bureaucracy and leveJL o£ satisfactiorv 
, ' with government bureaucra.c^ in gene;:al, and how can that, relation- 



r 



.ship^ (or its absence^ b^ explained? 



' , /THE SyUDY ' - • ^ . ' . ^^ ^'^^ - ' r 4 * ' . 

' ' ' ' ' ^ , . . ^ ' ' ' ' * 

' , * l^ta come from atpa'tionajl sample of 143J.. adult Americans (a^e 18 or 

over) livirtg.in households 'ift cotierminQus United States. - Personal interviews of 

• * . ^' . * ^ ' ♦ ' ' ' ' 

. appr6xiWitely |One hour in length i^ere -Hds^iihlstercd In*^ the Respondent *s ffome by 

.ft ' - . .« ' ill H ^ ' , • ' ■ , 

a member .of tfhe Survey Research Center^ s ' interyiewing staff. In general, the - 

sample cgrapar.es favorably witlv...data coll6cte<fr in 't:he^l970 census, with the single 

exception of sex. Males account for about 47 p6rx:ent of 'the population nationally, 



" but for ,t)nly' 43 , percent of *the present staraple, ^ * • 

• i n-"-- • \ , ' ^ . . . 

The interview sefiedule contained quesiifotis .about people's^ contacts with 
o * * • -I 
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.seven gove^ime.nt service agencies.. .The service areas 8 re^ ..employment service.,, job 
• ' • **i • ' * 

.training, wx)rker's compensation, unemploymenjt compensation, ^pubJ ic assistanc.e,- 
• hospital/medical ^care, and retirement benefits. Questions were ask'ed about sev- 

V > • , * r • .1 ' • • 

- : ■ • '* • . , • " 

er^l types of problems that respondents experienced, their utilization of relevant 

government agencies and thoir. satisfaction witli the service-seeking experience. In 

addition to questions about the particular encdlinters, a number of more general 

^ . , » . . 

questions* were asked about the. r^.spond^nts ' attj.tudes toward government agencies, * 

• • ' ; • • . 

their, level of interp^fersonal trust, confidence in national leadership, and other* 

related issues. - * ' " ' . * ' ■ *, , • . 

. ^ ^ . v' ^ 

RESULTS- 



' ^ It-was suggested above -that 1) clients of governnjent— service bjire'aur- 

cracies report relatively high levels_of satisfaction wifh .their enco'unters 'wi4:h 

those 'agencies , and 2) Americans as a whole hav^ relatively unfavorable attitudes- 

toyard government bureaucracy in getieral. Data* from the 1973 bureaucratic en- 

couifters study support both of these assef-tions.. It Should be -noted that the' . 
.» • . ■ . •• . . • . , / __v . ' 

data are retrospective, that i§, respondents were ask^d about their past expet- 

ouences w|th seven government service agencies. While the ma§^rity of plients 

^ • ^. ^ > ^ ' • ^ 

• »*'_,' , ' * . ft 

J reported experiences within the last- five years, 5ome contacts-'tife^ reported 

. which 'had oc(Jur red- 30 years or more in the past* Since the encounters occurred 

^ in the past^ it is--unrealistic to expect that clients will be able to make' cle"^ar 

dif fere'nt4.ations amon'g aspects of the eacoi4nter '(e.g. , fairness of treatment, , * 

satisfaction witli outcqme, '^effprt expended by agency repre*Sentative)^ as would be"* 

the-ca#e if tVie client were interviewed immediately after an encountert with 0n ^ 

t • \ ' ^ - ' ^ "/ . 

agency. Thf da^ta support the contention that clients are no^ able to make. , Clear - 

' ' . • , • \ . , r 

* * ^ ^ ^ * / \ ^ ^ » 

♦distinctibns- amdng 'asp^ects of the encounter. Table 1 shows that^Che (iorrelat'^os^ 
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Table 1 about here^ ^ 

' ' ' ~^ , ' , ' • ' ' 

among properties of the episode, are relatively KigH. The sCrongest correliations • 
^rg "between satisfaction and the other variables. One explanation for the high 
correlations is the possibility that aspects of tihe encounter are -highly correlated. 
Another explanation is that, in^the c^se of retrospective, data, clients are^not 
able to differentiate aspects of the encounter.* Rather, they have a global impresT 
sio«< Xxf the episode which is t>est expressed by their level of satisf actioji. In 
eith<^r 'case, the strong relationships atnong th£ various measures of satisfaction^ . 
make them-somewhat substitutable for each other. ^ ' 

• - : . • ' V ' . ^ 

Satisfaction with Si>eci£l*c Experienced ^ * ' ^ 

^' w , ^ ^ . / 

♦ T^ble 2 shows satisfaction ratfes for the seven service areas. In gen- 



" . eral, clients show relatively, high levels 'of satisfaction. There are, however, 

.\ ^ I " 

. \ ! » * 

substantial differences* among agencies. RetiremWht agencies showed the' highest 

levels of satisfaction. The lowest levels of satisfaction were expressed by 

/. , 

recipients of public^assistance and hospital and medical care agencies.. Compared 
. ^ to recipients of retirement benefits, about 30 percent fewer recipients of these 

two agencies reported satisfactory encounters. Overall, 13 "percent of respondents 



s 



9 



were very dissatisfied with their contacts with governmef?t ■ service agencies'. 



Tables 2 & 3 about here 



Table 3 reports perceived fairness of treatment of' clients of the same 
* seven service agencies.' Bureaucracies in which decisions are made according to 
„ rules and regulations/ show a'*fairness of treatment across clients. All individuals 



are processed according to the rules of. the organization rather than by decisions 
of individual organizational members, thereby eliminating the effects of indlvidua 
bias and prejudice (Gerth and Mills, 1946)., About 80 percent of respondeats felt 
that they were, .in fact, treated fairly by government service agencies, although 
once*^again there is substantial variation by type of problem. Social se^ctirity, 

worker's compensation aoi job training program^ are perceived as being most fair 

^\ ' ' - 

'in their treatment of clients • * _ ^ 

' ' . ' - ^ /- ' 

Together,. Tables 2 and 3 suggest th*at individuals ar^ quite satisfied 
•with their 'treatment by government service agencies; and these data agree with 
the results of Moch's (1975) .^tudy(.of ,Social Security claimants • 

Satisfgcticfn^ with Public^ Bureaucracy in General 

^ The second assertion made earlier was that ratings of governmeijt buteau*- 



cracies in the 'abstract ar^ generally low,* and that they reflect the prevailing 
stereotype of government as inefficient, inconsiderate"!, slow, and unconcerned 
about people* Table 4 shows the ratings given government offices in the abstract. 
The questions were worded in 'the following format: "We want to know how gQod or 
bad you think government offices are on the "foj-lowing^jthings • • • ♦ First let's 
♦take prompt service. How gopd^ ox^how^bad do you think most government of f ices - 
are fh giving prompt service?" .Besides promptness of service, respondents were 

• ' / • . f ' ^ . 

also, asked about the following characteristics— of government offices: realiy 
taking care c^f the problem^ giving considerate freatment to .people, giving fair 
tixeatment, avpiding mistakes , 'and correcting mistakes/ Some 10 percent of • the 
respondents ^ave government offices high marks on prompt service, and 18 percent 
low ratings, wit^iy;he great majority falling iii^ the middle categories • In%really 



taking care of tlie problem, the dist;ribut*ion of responses was' similar, with 
10 percent very fa^/orable and ^16 percent very critical. But in' evaluating the ' 
consideration sh9wn by agencies, and respect to fair treatment, respondents ware 
slightly mofe/ positive than negative* There was a'slight difference with, more 
favwab^e than unfavcvrable responses oft bein^ careful tQ avoid errors, and a 

' • • ■ • ' ' . ■ , (- ■ ' : ' ■ : 

similar but slight significant differential 3on correcting errors, , 

• ■■■/■-■ ' ■■ ■■ 

'In sunmiary, government office'^* got very g^d marks from between 10 per- 
cent and 19 percent of respondents, with the majorit-y responcjfehts falling 
into the middle' three categories. The two most negative categ'ories never total* 
more than 18 percent of the people. ^*erhaps a fair summary of people's views of 

. ' t ; * » 

government 'service offices is that agencies are mediocre in 'their treatment of - 
Qlients^ . . 



Tables ^ & 5 about here - \ s 



Table 5 records responses to the same six aspects of treatment, but this 

tijne go\^ernment offices are ^compared with business organizations* In response 

to the question, "How do you tliink most govetnmBfit offices compare with •most Bust.- 

, V • ^ . * ' 

ne^ organizations, I mean private enterprise, on these same points?", the modal 
' T. . ^ . , 

response for all except fairness of treatment was that business fares be'tter. 
When governments organisations ^re compared to businesses on a number of aspects 
of treatment, government, offices score a dist^ant second. The' "area in which govern- 
ment bureaucracies fare worst is in gi^^ing prompt service, A full 54^ percent of. 
respondents consider business better a^^iving p romp ^<^er vice in comparison to 
7 percent who Xhink government bureaircracies give prompter service. Taken together 



V - 9 - 



4^ 

♦ • • 



Tables 4 and 5 show tfiat In general, Americans rate government offices- in a way 
which Is^ genierally consistent with ^negative stereotypes of bureaucracy ^namely , 
bur.eaucracies are ponderous , 'inconsiderate, slpw in correcting mistakes, and in- 
adequate in really talcing eare of problems. ^ ^ • ' ' , 

» • : ^ • . , ' . 

Relationship Between- Specif ic Evaluation ahd General Evaluation 

___ — \ - ■■ •-— — ■- ■ - ■ - .* • 

; - . . . 

Thus, far, d*at<) have been presented in sapport of fehe contentions that • 
a)^people rate their own contac ts* with government ser^^ice bureaucracies in a * 
favorable manner while b) holding negative stereotypes abopC government bureau- 
cracy. Several explanations for this paradox are, reas<iriablev- One possibility 
is that individuals^ .who hold the fiost negative stereotypes are those who have 

not had contact with government- burQaucracies . Forty-two percent of the^l973 

• ' / * ' . . ^ . ' . ' ' . 

bureaucratic encounters sample did. not have contact with any of the sevan service 

'agencies under study. Perhaps these individuals hold more negative attitudes 

•about bureauc-racy than those who havti utilized .services an4 it is, therefore, 

» 

these tion-users who are responsible for tbe cont}.nuation of* the negative stereo- 



Tab ilk 6 & 7 about here 



* To test thi*s, one can compare qi^lumns 5 and 7 of Table 6 showing the . 
ratings on considerate treatment of government offices ^n^^nerig^l (taken from 
Table 4) for those respondents who had contact with one or morfe of the seven ser- 
vice agencies and the total sample. What is most im|)ressive about thfe two columiis 
is their. remarkable similarity to each other • Those respondents who use * government 

* . -» • . * . • ' 

, ^ .services rate governraei^ bu-reaiicracies vervjmuch the same as the total sample. ' In 

ERIC ; . ". , 4 ^ ^ llr 



fact, a coinp«ri$9n of columns 5 and 6 shows that those \r± t h. ^ ji o exp er i e nc e with 

governipent agencies a^e slightly more favorable than those vith p'ersonal exper- 

*ience in their rating of considerate treatment 'by gox^nraent, agencies in general . 

Table 7 presents similar data for ratings of promptness Of s^drvice. Likewise^,* 

. / ^ ' - • 

rather than disc'ount uncoraplipientary stereotypes, those with experience are ^ 

slightly raorc^ negative*, and thus more supportive of tbe stereotype, thaji'clre 

khose respondents with ho experience (column 6) with t'lie seven government services. 
y ' ' , . ^ ' , ' • * 

' • Tables 8 and, 9 present further ^ evidence that using a government agency 

does nothing to upgrade the client.' s im^ge of governraent*bureaucracy . The de- 

'pendent variable in Table 8 is *an index constructed, from the six^ aspects of 

treatmtot shown ^n -Table A (coefficient alp^ia = \90>. ^ The independent variables 

are problem area arid use/non-use of the seven govarnmeut services. According to 

the questioniralre* schedule, respondents first indicated whether t,hiey had a "ptoblera 

in a particular area, e.g,. ^ finding a job, and then indicated whether they had-* 

sought help from a goverj^ent agency. Both Tables 6 and 9 lo<>k only at those in- • 

^ivfduS?^l^"tidTOlt^ed having a problem in a sfervice' area and compare Vhe jEa^/or-- 

ablenessnof attijtudes toward government bureaucfkcies for users of the .service . 

with non-users. An examination of the -first row of each table/ which contains-^ 

fespond^lnts who are most negaftive Art their attitudes (;owar,d' government bureau- 

cracy', shows that in general the users of thfe service aro-more TiEely Co show 

negative attitudes than non-us.ers who expressed a need\in the area. A ^nspicu- 

ous exception ih both tables are the recipients of social security. In the case 

of social security, both clients and non-clients a-re^'^qpite favorable in their 

attitudes toward .government bureaucracy, with the clients being* slightly njore 



i 11 

ft 

positivei^-'J^ ^^il^ Table 8 has as its dependent variable an index^ of.^general^^at^ .-t^^^.^^.V^' 
titudes toward governm(?nt bureaucracy, Table 9 has an index of items comparing 



Tables 8 & 9 about here 



governme«nt organizations with business organizations. The itferas come from 

Table 5 (coefficient alfjha = .82), and the results are similar to those reportod 

•in Table,, 8. Howe^^er, the difference in 'attitude between clients and needy non- ^ 

'^clients is more pronounced at the positive end of the scale for employment ser- 

vice', job training, worker'^s compensation, and unemployment comp,ensation.,<^ The 

non-useirs were more l!il<;ely/ than' the users to* rate government over business in^ 

treatment of clients in the^e four service kreas. - , 

< 

The eviden(;:e in Tables 6 fcfirough 9 suggests that the negative responses 
which peipple give to evaluation of "government bureaucracy were not ma^e by those, 
individuals who are, not clitin^ of one or more governinent agencies. The same 
clients of. government agencies who ex^^ress fairly high levels of satisfaction 
with their own encounter s< with government bureaucracy also express fairly nega- 

tive attitudes tovjard goveri^nen.t; ..bureaucracy in the ^abstr^ct. And those indi-, 

• * - * 

viduals who do not become glients of government: organizations /are somewhat less 

. ' * \ " ^ , ' ' • ^ 

likely to Accept, stereoltypes of governm.ent olrgapi'zations^. The literature on 

stereotypes suggests that close contact should reduce stereotypes (Deutsch and 

Collins, 1951X> unless, of co\irse, thos^ contacts reinforce the stereotype. How- 



A consistent finding of the t^lireaucratic encounters study is the fact thSit older 
pepple reportf higher levels of satisfaction with their own experience as well as 
more positive attitudes toward government bureaucracies.^. (Katz et al, 1975) The 
^ayo.rable response to Social^ Security is, in part, attributable "^to. the age of the 
clients, bui: is al3o a function of the agenoy characteris.tics. ••(Gutek, 1975) 



■. . -.^ . -12-- • . 

Bver, as reported above, clients respond positiv-ely to thoif ovm encounters with 
goVernnleot agencies. Can clients respond positively to the encounter- and still. ^ 
feel that aspects of the encounter confirm negative stereotypes? A closer Idok 

at responses of clients is warranted* - * * ' - 

t „ ♦ 
"* * * • 

* Tables 6 and 7 con1:ain- Information atout the, relationship between 

aspects of client's evaluation of, his o\^m experience afid ratings of government 

agencies in general. Table 6 shows that]^ compared with client^ who said the ^ 

agency representative > ex^>ended no effort (x = 2*8) , those clients who felt the * 

agency representative expended more effort than was necessary were more likely o 

to, rate government organisations in gener.al high in considerate treatments (x = ^ 

/ ' ^ • t ^ . ^ ' . ' ^ 

4.24), There is, then, some relationship between evaluation of own experience 

and general ratings. A closer look at the Table* suggests however , that^the 

relationship fs present predominantly for thope qlients who responded^ negatively 

V 

to 'their own -contact with government agency. Clients who siiggestcd that more 
effort than necessary^ wa's expended were remarkably like thOT&a respondents who 
had no experience with an agency (x .4.24 vs. x = 4.28). Both of, these groups 
*^ shcjwed distributions on general ratings of ctjnsiderate treatment which- were* , 
slightly positively skewed. They contrast sharply with those clients who said 
their V agency representative showed no effort at all (x = 2\8) or less effort than 

. , _ ^_ • _ . • . ■ -■ ' 

necressary (x = 3.6). » These clients are negatively skewed ia their distribution Sf 



o 

* * , • 

of , scores on^general ratings of Considerate treatment. Table 7* tells a similar 



story, although here those clients treated very efficiently Xx-^=t^»1) are somewhat 
more, Mkely than Individuals with no experience (x = 3 •9) to report that govern- 
ment bureaucracies provide prompt service. However,^ as in the case of considerate, 
treatment,* the clients who are dissatisfied with their treatment show ^ greater 
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generalization to ratings x^f govqlrnment bureaucracy general. (Clients who 
rate theif o\m experience very ineffi'cicnt have a mean score of-^,8 pn general 
ratijigs of promptness of ^service.) T\iO experiences of clients with government 
bureaucracy generalize to their attitudes toward bureaucracy in geheral^f they^ 
haye a negative experience but not /if they >have a , positive experiences ' 

DISCUSSION *t " ' ' . 

— ^ • w 

^' Individuals who use government service agencies are relatively satisfied 

r 

with their encountexs with *those agencies. Clients claim that in general they 
are satisfied with^ the outcome, feel that the agency 'representative expends the 
. necessary effort to process their case, f eel^ that, the agency i^ efficient ^nd that 
^ they are treated fairly. In sum, clients of government bureaucracy are satis-, 
f iei with their 'treatment in the receipt of s'ervice; However, these sam^ clients 
who are Satisfied with own encounters may be negative in their evaluations of 
government ^organizations in general. As long as clients have some jjprticular 
agenqy as a referent, they tend to report that agency in fairly- positive terms. 
Government agencies in general,, however, are perceived less positively. * 

* ' — 

A plausible explanation which was advanced suggests- that the negative 

, . ' • . • iH^ > ' . > 

stereotypes •may not be attribut'ed. to /human service clients, but rather are made 

by those persons who do not contact government agencies*, who only "know" govern- 



n\enb-bureaucracy indirectly .through reports from the media or second-hand reports 

of friends' and "relatives. In any event, individuals who h^v,^ not .received a 

* ' C * ' ^ ^ 

' service fro^i a government bureaucracy might b6 expected to be more negative in 

' attitude than the client: v/ho Has received a significant service such as uaemploy- 

ment compensation, *welfare, or retirement benefits. However plausible the expla- 

nation may seem,' the data do ,not support it** Non-clients a^j at leagt as positive 

» , ■* * » * ^ 



a§ clients in their evaluation of characteristics of government bureaucracy. 
An examination of the relationship betw^n evaluation of:aspects of 



their own experience artd evaluation of government officios* in general ^hax^ed -that 
the dissatisfied clients were the most responsible for -the negative evalyatiCn of 
all cliejits.- Satisfied clients may not attribute their satisfaction to the agency 
Pi^haps they feei that they were responsii)le for successfully negotiating a/diffi- 
^-^-v ^^^^^ encounter. Perhaps they feel they Reserve prompt, courteous attention by an 

, ■ • . . ' ' -• 

efficient representative. On the other hand, di.ssatisfted'^^feTitS- may he more 
likely to attribute their negative experiences directly to the agency.. Further- 
- ^more, their perceptions of the service agency carry over to. their perceptions 
of government offices in general. An interpretation of the above data which is * , 
consistent with attribution theory suggests that success witi#kn .agency (high" 
levels^ of satisfaction) i^ attributed to characteristics of the client (e^, , 
reso^^efulness, persistaftce) but failure with an agency (Ipw levels o^ satis- 
faction) is attributable to characteristics of the agency (e.g.^ sldwness of 
service, inetf ici«ncy) (Weiner, Frieze, Kukla, Reed, Rest, and Rosenbaum, ' 
1972) • ' '^atisfied clients would not generalize from their experience to governr- 

. - V ^ • , ■ " - ' ^ 

- " ment agtencies in general because tliey feel responsible for their success. Dis- 
satisfied clients, on :the other hand, wo^ld,^genej:alize. from th^lr e^perifence ta- : * 
governmeni: agencies in general because they attribute their lack of success to \ 
agency ^charactetis tics* ' \ * . 



'.TW pi:esent findings ar^ relevant to several issues surrounding the 

\ * * * ' \ 

use of Client reactions as feedback on .organizational effectiveness. 

One\ classic problem with the use of client satisfaction as an assess- 
ment of oirganizational functioAing^is determining what is a satisfactory level 
* \ *. 

erIc . V • \ - • 16 . : . \ 
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of satisfaction! If 5,0 percent of .the clients. of an ajgency are satisfied, should 
the agency feel proud or emUafras-s^ed? The bureaucratic encounters study , ^reports 
relatively Jiigh levels of satis^ction — 68 percent of clients of seven differ- 

'tnt service organizations reported th^f they vere eithe^r very or fairly weil 

\ . > . . ' • . 

satisfied with the way ,their problem was^ handled -by the agency. The present 

pap<$r suggests , however , that 68 i^ercent l^^aves something to be desined, espec- 

iaXly in light* of. the , fact that one unexpected consequehce of client dissatis-^ 

faction is a lowered .evaluation of government agencies in gene,tal. 

'Anotfier problem in the use of client satisfaction as an -assessment 

of organizational functibning is* determining what clients mean whfen' they report 

• V ^ V ^ ^ - 

high levers;.of satisfaction. ' The present paper suggests that satisfaction has a 

i > ' • ' 

i different meaning thaq cjissatisf action. A satisfied client is one who says. that 

^^things^ are 0, K. , that nothing is noticeably absent, A satisfied client is 

\ *-^- * 

probably able, however^ to suggest -improvements in the service delivery sysfem.' 

sum, satisfaction is hardly synonomous with perfection. A dissatisfied 

\ ' ^ ' " : 

cl'ient, on the other Hand, is one who has definite complaints gbout aspects of 

ageincy functiofting. Dissatisfaction m^y thus be more important than satisfajc- 
\ " • . • . • • f 

tio4. Perhaps ij^ is not unreasonable for an agency to strive fop:-a 100 percent 

ratepf satisfaction from its clients, or given an imperfect worjd, a 90-95 per-^ 

\ i^i^^ * . ' • 

c^t ^afisfactiSiT^at^, -'f ^ ' " 



DisjGJUSsingv-iimitatlons of the^ctnnrept of satisfactf6^^does not imply 
that satisfaction as a measure pf organizational functioning should, be abandoned. 
Subjective measures of organizatiomal "effectiveness are^ important either albne 

or iti conjunction w^ith objective measures .of effectiveness* We ^il^ilive. in a 

* \ ' \ ' * — i ' ' ' - 

6ubjectiv§\ world. *In fact, one caaWgue that if. clients are^satisfied, what 
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more shourd be .done? The 'usefulness and importance of satisfaction, and related 

measyres should ht)t, however, obscure the problems with the concept. The sat- ^ 

JiSfied client can still have fairly negative attitudes toVard government bureau- 

cracy in ge^ieral. Flpre importantly, the dissatisfied client is fairly certain . 

to be negative in his -evaluation of pviblic bureaucracy. 'Dissatisfied clients 

may be in the mino'rity, but they are important because their negativity in- 

evitably carries over to th^ir general ^evaluations of government bureaucri^cy 

The present 6^tudy did not, include data on activism, but it would be- interesting 

to. 45ee whether the dissatisfied client^^^e^omes politically active in response to 
^ ^ ♦ * '* ■<» * * ' \ 

' 1. " ' * ^ , 

^his negativity; More studies which look at both attitudinal and behavioral, '* 

long-range^ consequences of client satisfaction are needed. In that way more' 

K ' • \^ 

knowledge will be gained, about^the subjective meaning of satisfaction and of 
its ultimate utility as an indicator of organizational ef f ectivenes's in human 
service agencies. 



; • * Table 1 . • , • 

Correlations among Aspects of the Evaluation of the Bureaucratic Encounter^^' 



A, Perceived effort of official ^ - ^;72 ,67 . ,^61 * 

B. jSli'ent;, satisfied with service , , - ' ,83 ,72* 



^ncy is efficient , . , * * ^ ' - * ,67 

D. , Client treated fairly , • 



m Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients are reported. 
All correlations are significant at ^p<t, 001. 
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Table 2 



How satisfied wen-iyou with the .way the office hc?nd led 'your prob]erA> 



Type of Prob3^elu 



o 

CO 

c 



Rating 



c 

O 



o a o ' 

- CO CO 

CO) o w . o 



o o 



"V" 

C 
O 

b 

_^ 



o 



Very satisfied 35.15; 50. 9% 52 , 5% . 35, 2% 27.2%/'8.9% 64 . 2t 41; 9% *AZ;6% 

Fairly well' , ' ^ ' ' ,r / 

satisfie4 26,3 22,6 ^22,5 35-8 -34.0 '8.9 23-.7'-l4.5 25.9 ^ 



Somewhat 
dissatisf i'ed 


15.8 


18*9 


a 

5.0 


•13.6 


18. A 


" 2A,. A 


3.5 


11 .3 _ 




\fery 

dissatisfied 


19.9 


5.7 


10.0 


.•llr7 


9.7 


.17.8 


2.9' 


297b 


13.3 


D. K. 


0 


0 


0 


..1 


0 


0 


.6 


1.6 


.0 


n; a. 


'2.9 


i.9 


10.0 


3':i 


.'i;9 


0. 


A. 6 


" 1.6 


..5.1 


Total 


100% 


100% 


100% 


100% 


100% 


100% 


100%' 


100% 


•100% .'1 


N 


(171^. . 


(53) 


(AO) 


(162) 


(103) 

1 


4 

r 


(173) 


(62> 


(S27) 
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' Table 3'* 



• 



. ^ . . . ^ ...... ^ ' 

Do you feel you were treated fairly, or unfairly, .by the office? ^ 



,Type df Problem' 



Rating ^ . 
Fairly . . • 
Mixfed - ' 
Unfairly 
.D. K. 

Total 
N 



o . 

00 

c 

•H 



•CO 


c 




0 




•H 


c 










« C 'to 














0 


0 0 

_ § ^_ 





o w 



c\3 



o 

Pi 



4^ 

u 
O 



o 

H 



75.4%t84..9^j' 85.0%'8i.5%'67.0% 64.4% 8y.'3% 58sl% 75.9% 





-1.9 


li\ 7- 


7-5 . 


'2:3 


\3.8* 


' 2 . 9. 


I..9 


100% ' 


106% 



0 



Xi2 ' 8.1 : 2.2 



7.^' 3.1 1:9 -2.2 4.0 1. 



.6- ^ 



^?.71) i53) (40)' (162) (103)_rf5) (173)- (62^(827) 



T" 




P 

ERIC 



^1 




,Ratxi\gs of GoveniaenL. Offices Va^ous.. Criteria 




(1422) 



100.0% IQQ.flJ 
41419) (lil^r 



IQO.0%' 
.(1418) ' 



lOp.0% 
,(14'20) 



100.0% 
(1414) 



•v- 
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Table 5 



Comparison of Ratings of Government and^Bu^iness Organization's* 



( 



Rating 



0) 

o 

(1) 
CO 

u 

i* 

o 
u 

to 

C 
> 
O 



Government, better 
Bofeh the same 
Business better ' 









1 




o 


en 






CO 


0) 


B 






0) 


ar 


at 




es 


ak 


o 


0) 








B 






CO 


CO 


CvO 0),,, 


4J 


c 




•H. 






- -0) 


-(0 


e 




' 0)' 


B 






•i*: o 










CO u 


CO . 


CO 




c 




u 


- 0) 








0) 


u 


c 


U 


>% 








o 


rH 








0) 


rH 


(0 


M 




u 


CO 


• § 


•H 


O 


u 


0) 




CO 




^ • o 




o 






o 



D. .K. 



7. 


0% 


11.5% 


■11.5% 


18.8% 


14.6^ 


14.3% 


36. 


0 


39. 0» 


37.6 


44.5 


36t8 


r35-^ 


54. 


4 


45.^ 


47.9 


33.7 


45^0^ 


45.9 


2. 


6 


3.6 


3.0 


3.0 


• 3.6 


3.9 



100..0% 100.0% 100.0%- 100.0% 100.0% 100..0% 
"(1391) (1415) (1418) (1413) (1411) (1372) 



- 22 



Table/ 6 



Oxm Experience with Service Ap,entiy Helpfulness Relatpd' to GeneiraT 
"l\RatiiigvS|of Ccmsldevate Tre^ruinent by Public 'Agenciias 



\ 



) ■ 



Amount of Effort 



General Ratings of 

Considerate 

Treatment 



u 
o 

'0) 
O 



4J 

00 



o 

<3 - 



M 
O 

G) 

^ CO 
CO 

<u 



4J 

U 

o 

o 
o 



CO 



H 



Vei;y* bad 


1 


4.0% 


4.0% 


9.9% 


26.1% 


6'. 9%- 


' .3.8% 


5.3% 




2 


.•10.3 


• 5.4 


' l0."9. 


. 21.7 


8.5 


6.1 


7.3 






15.1 


17.4 


20.8 


'L5.V 


,17.3 


13.3 , 


_ 15.4 




4 


•27.0 


29.-5 


35.6 




29.4 


■ 31.8 


29.1 ' 




5 - 


22.2 


25.2 


1^.8 


■ 7.2 


'22.0 


29.3 


24.2 




6 


15.1 


13. -2 


•3.0 


4:3 


,11.3 


11.1 


10.7 


Excelleni: 


7 


' 


5.: 4 


2.0 


0 


4.6 


4i.5 


4.2 


^ D. K. 
















3.8" 


Total • 




100. 0% 


100.0% 


100.0% 


100.0% 


100.0% 


100.0% 


100.0%. 


N - 

0 




* (126) 


(448) 


(10-1) 


(69) 


(744) 


(576) 


(1320)^ 
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Table 7 • - ' ' ' 

Own Experiei\<te w±th„.Serv tee 'Agency Efficierfcy Related to General 
r - ^R3tin-]^^'£^^"e!fij>fcness-raf-^ervice of "public A^nci'es" 



• - ■ / 

Generat* ratings 
*of promptness 
of sex^ice 



Very bad 



Excellent 
D. K. 

Total 
N 



.1 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 



Own Eypesience 



4J 

c 



(r.77, 
7.3 . 
. 19.6 
24.9 

t 

. 26.0 
7.6 ^ 

100% . 
(342) 











<u 




0) 












' §■, 
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O 






c 






•HI 


- C 


o. 
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0) 




(U 
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•H 
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•H 


















V4 










tH 




CO "KU 


CO 


OJ 


CO 






u 










s- 


4J 
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CO M-l 


CO 






o 


o 


CO 










1 






H 


w 



8.8% 

12.4 

17.7 

34.1 

18.1 
5..2 
3.6 

/ 

, 100% 

(249) 



22.7% 22.1% 10;8% 4.8% 

9.3' 19.8y_10^6_^J^9 
22.7 *24'.4'^ 19.8 19.2 
25.6 26. 5' 



29.3 
9.0 
4.0 
4.0 

100% 
(75)- 



„ 35.8 

— s 

8.1 19.5 19.6 
i. 

0 



5.7. '*7.5 



0 



5.1- 



^3.2 



100%'" 
(8*6) 



8^0% 

ia,i 

- 

19.0 
30.5 
19.1 

3.9 

3:1 



100% j.po% _100% 
(752)' (577)1 (1422) 



6 



4 



5 
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Table 8 



" Attitudes 


\ I 

.hmLJioymont: 


Job Training 


Work 




Unemploy . 


Welfare ^ 


llosp^itjl • 


Soc, 


Sec, 






<^^^ 














< 
















Low 


18.6% 


11.9% 


23.8% 


12i^»% , 


16,7% ;3.37j, 


15. A% 


' «^ 

9.17. 


20,0% 




11.%-- 




0 . 27. 


7.47. 




2 




9.7 . 


12.7 


lA.O 


13.0 




14.0 




;a2.7'' 




16.9 . 


27.3 


0 . ^ 


J • 0 




• ^ J 


2'0.l 




2j!o 


-21.6 


19. 


20.0 


12;. ^» 


.27:3 


^18.2 




16.9 


18. 


-15.9 


11. 1 






17.7 


17.2 


15.1 


19.1 


U.8 


17.3 


' 19./*.' 


31.3 


12.7 




13.3 


22.7 


21.0 


29.0 ' * 


1 ' 


'5 


• 12.3 


17.2 


10.3 


13.7 ^ ' 


13.0 ' 


17.3' 


12.9 


13.6 


10.3 




8.4 


9.1 


16.9^ 


13.0 


ro 


6 


12,0. 
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9.5 


13.7 


16.7 . 


12.0 


13.8 , 


4.5 


18.8 




10.0' 


4.5 


17.4 
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1 


lIlKh 7 




G.'o . 
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5.3 
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< 


7.3 




10.6 . 


o;o 


16.4 


13.0 




.:' N. 


(333) 


(134)- 
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(299) 

t 
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(75) 


. (35.6) 
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'(165) 


(5)" 


(83) 
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(195f* 


(3A) 
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- . Table 9 , ' " \ 

Public vs> Private Preference for Ucctplonta und Nccciv Kon^reglptcnra of Seven Covcrnmcnt Sdrvlcos * < 

Public Employment: . Job TroLning WotH Comp, ^ Unemploy, Welfare Hoypitol Soc, Sec, 

Preference - ' a<v^^ ' ^<0^ c 

I9.n l^^is*/, 19,77. •l^iT8:^''''^17.67, ^8/7% 21,7y, 9,17. 15,2y. — 19,57. 10-0% lA-OV, 20.01 



6,:^ 25,0' 8,3 12,7 

4,9 5-0 5.7 7,3 

12,2 3Qf.O 15,0 U,^5 

14,6 10,0 i8,7 14*5 




24,9 20,0 

V 

20,7 10,0 / 13,5 10,-9 
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